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Abstract 
Among the four skills assessed in proficiency exams speaking is said to be one of the most difficult ones. Due to the significance 
of this skill, all the factors affecting the candidates’ success should be taken into account. Of these factors learning styles seem to 
play a major role in candidates’ performance. This study, therefore, was conducted to examine whether there is any relationship 
between Reflectivity and Impulsivity as two learning styles in cognitive domain and IELTS candidates’ band scores in the 
speaking module. To fulfill the goal of the study, 52 IELTS candidates from two institutes in Shiraz were chosen. The two 
instruments used in this study consisted of Yando and Kagan’s (1965) adult /adolescent version of MFFT to divide the 
participants into reflectives and impulsives and the test of speaking. After analyzing the data it was found that there is no 
relationship between the dimensions of Reflectivity and Impulsivity and IELTS candidates’ band scores, nor between the 
components of these dimensions. Findings also indicated that there is no difference between R/I in achieving a higher band score.  
© 2014 Morovat. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
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1. Introduction 
    It is generally believed that in order to be successful at learning a second or foreign language, teachers and 
learners need to be aware of the different learning styles. 
Hadley (2003) states that: 
Most scholars and practitioners in the field today agree that both the rate and the degree of success of second-
language learning are affected by individual learner differences” (Ellis, 1985, p. 99).Many also believe that 
learner factors such as age, aptitude, personality, cognitive style, and preferred learning strategies need to be 
considered in any comprehensive theory of second-language acquisition. (p. 63)  
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Among different learning styles, reflectivity/impulsivity has rarely been seen on the lists of learner factors and 
worked on. Impulsivity and reflectivity are two learning styles in cognitive domain. An impulsive person, as Brown 
(2007) states, “is a person who tends to make a quick or gambling guess at an answer to a problem and a reflective 
person tends to make a slower, more calculated decision”(p. 127). Like other factors, learners tend to be reflective or 
impulsive but these styles are not mutually exclusive, for some learners are a mixture of both.  
 
The realization of the afore-mentioned learner factors can be seen more vividly in speaking skill, for, as Brown 
(2004) notes “speaking is a productive skill that can be directly and empirically observed” (p. 140). Another 
important point to be taken into account is to look at speaking skill from the point of view of assessment. Celce-
Murcia (2001) introduces “two kinds of oral assessment. The first is evaluation of the classroom performance or 
classroom oral assessment and the second one is the students’ taking large scale oral examinations” (p. 111) like the 
TOEFL (Test of English as a Foreign Language) and IELTS (International English Language Testing System).  
 
A further point which might be crucial regarding speaking and assessment is test performance. Bachman (1990) 
believes that: 
Test performance is affected by individual attributes that are not part of test takers’ language ability. These may 
include test takers’ cognitive and affective characteristics and so on. Measurement specialists and language testers 
alike have tended to consider factors such as these as potential sources of test bias. At the same time, these 
individual attributes may interact with aspects of the methods used in any given test, so that individuals with 
different backgrounds and personalities may perform differentially on different types of language tests. (p. 113) 
 
As can be deducted from the points mentioned hitherto, learner factors might affect test performance in general 
and speaking in particular. It should be mentioned that IELTS is highly standard and timed in that accuracy, fluency 
and time which are more important factors in language success than one might at first think, are contributing factors 
in achieving a better band score. As Brown (2007) puts it, “all classroom contexts require students to work under 
timed conditions: Tests, reading, writing (composing), responding to listening and speaking fluently are all subject to 
time constraints” (p. 128).  
 
As mentioned before, reflectives and impulsives tend to be different regarding these factors. Consequently, being 
aware of these learning styles and their differences might be beneficial to both teachers and learners.  
 
     Regarding the review of literature, Brown (2007) believes that “Reflectivity/Impulsivity has some important 
considerations for classroom second language learning and teaching” (p.128). But a few studies have related R/I to 
second or foreign language learning. Doron (1973, cited in Brown, 2007) found that among her sample of adult 
learners of ESL in the United States, reflective students were slower but more accurate than impulsive students in 
reading. In another study, Meichenbun (1981, cited in Qanavati, 2002) reported that reflectives, in their use of 
speech, are more mature than impulsives and that impulsives verbalize less than reflectives, though they display 
twice as much egocentric speech. Therefore, based on the reviewed literature, the researcher intended to investigate 
whether there is any relationship between the Reflectivity and Impulsivity as two learning styles in cognitive domain 
and ILETS candidates’ band scores in the speaking module of the test.   
2. Research questions and hypotheses  
     RQ1: Is there any relationship between the dimension of reflectivity and IELTS candidates’ band scores in the 
speaking module of the test? 
     NullHypothesis1: There is no relationship between the dimension of reflectivity and candidates’ band scores in 
the speaking module of the test.  
     RQ2: Is there any relationship between the dimension of Impulsivity and IELTS candidates’ band scores in the 
speaking module of the test? 
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     Null Hypothesis 2: There is no relationship between the dimension of impulsivity and candidates’ band scores in 
the speaking module of the test. 
     RQ3: Is there any difference between Reflectivity and Impulsivity in achieving a higher band score?  
     Null Hypothesis 3:There is no difference between reflectivity and impulsivity in achieving a higher band score. 
3. Method  
3.1 Participants 
 
     To accomplish the afore-mentioned objectives, the study was conducted with 52 IELTS candidates. They were 
chosen from two institutes in Shiraz. The participants intended to take a preparation course for the IELTS. They had 
to have a score between 4.5 and 5.5 to be allowed to get into the course. 
 
3.2 Instruments 
 
     The two measurement devices used in this study consisted of the test to divide the participants based on their 
personality characteristics, that is, reflectivity/ impulsivity. The test is Yando and Kagan’s (1965) adult /adolescent 
version of Matching Familiar Figures Test (MFFT), which was designed as the measure of R/I. And the test of 
speaking based on the criteria specified for the test to find out the precise band scores of the candidates. This is the 
same test which was used in previous studies: Jamieson (1992), Qanavati (2002), Razmjoo&Mirzaei (2009), all of 
them reported the reliability of the test based on the finding of Messer’s (1976) as cited in Jamieson (1992). This 
way, the test was considered reliable. 
 
Second, the test of speaking based on the criteria specified for the test administered. In fact, this test is the 
standard speaking test of IELTS to find out the precise band scores of the participants. The speaking module 
assesses whether the candidates can communicate effectively in English. The assessment takes into account Fluency 
and Coherence, Lexical Recourse, Grammatical Range and Accuracy, and Pronunciation. 
  
3.3 Procedure 
 
     A round of interviews had to be carried out. But first, in order to secure the reliability of the interviews, the 
researcher, as an IELTS instructor, was trained by an official examiner of the IELTS test. Then, at the beginning of 
the course all the participants were informed of the purpose of the study and they took part in the interview. They 
were called out of their classroom for the interview one after another. Each interview lasted between 11 and 14 
minutes, exactly like the norm. Each participant’s voice was recorded in order to make the job of scoring easier and 
also the researcher could double check the scoring. In this way the reliability of the test was secured. Three scores 
were recorded. The first score was the researchers’ first scores from the interviews. The second score was the 
confirmation of the first score through listening to the interviews by the official examiner of the IELTS test, as 
previously explained. The third one was the researchers’ score again through listening to the interviews to secure the 
whole process. These scores were totaled and divided by three, in turn, to find the second variable. It should be 
mentioned that there was no special treatment during the preparation course. 
 
     During the course the second test which was the personality test was administered. The participants were 
supposed to match one of the pictures among the variants with the standard figure. If a participant could not make a 
correct response at first, he or she was allowed to point to the variants until they gave the correct answer. Both 
response latency and response accuracy were used as criteria of cognitive tempo, that is, the time between the 
presentation of the item and the participants’ first response, and the number of errors, respectively were recorded. 
The participants, then, were partitioned into two groups of Reflectives and Impulsives based on their response 
latency and response accuracy. This investigation took about 800 minutes to complete.  
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3.4 Scoring 
 
     For the personality test, the items were scored based on the time that took each participant to make his or her first 
choice in seconds and the number of errors they committed per item. In other words, as the participants worked, two 
scores were recorded. These scores were the intervening period between the simultaneous presentation and the 
participants’ first choice, and the number of tries per item. These times were totaled and then divided by eight (the 
number of items) to yield the variable “mean response time”. The total number of tries was the second variable.  
 
     As for the speaking test, the participants took part in the interviews individually and the test was given based on 
the criteria specified for the test. The results were reported on a nine-band scale. Each Band Score corresponds to a 
descriptive statement which gives a summary of the English language ability of a candidate classified at that level 
(Cambridge IELTS 3, 2002). The nine bands and their descriptive statements can be found in Appendix A. 
 
4. Data analysis 
 
     Once all the tests were administered and corresponding data were collected, data analysis phase began using the 
SPSS package. A correlation and an independent samples t-test were employed to find out whether there was a 
relationship between the variables for the first part of the computation and if the difference between the variables 
was significant or not for the second. In order for the participants to be classified based on their cognitive style, a 
double median split half procedure was employed. The participants were divided into four groups: 1. Slow accurate 
2. Slow inaccurate 3. Fast accurate 4. Fast inaccurate. Nonetheless, the focus of this study was on slow accurate or 
reflective and fast inaccurate or impulsive (see Table 1). Based on this analysis 16 participants were reflective, 14 
impulsive, 7 fast accurate, 6 slow inaccurate and 9 were considered as miscellaneous. The last three groups were out 
of the focus of this study.   
 
                          Table 1. R/I dimensions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MRT = Mean response time 
NOE = Number of errors 
AM = Above the median 
BM = Below the median 
 
5. Results  
 
     As mentioned before, participants’ styles of learning, in this case, reflectivity/ impulsivity, were supposed to be 
figured out. Through the MFFT test and by recording two scores, that is, the amount of time spent on finding the 
figures and the number of errors, participants’ styles were found out. A double median split half procedure was 
conducted factoring in the median of time and the number of errors to identify the participants’ styles.  
 
     Consequently, those whose MRT and NOE were below the median and those who had their MRT and NOE 
above the median were considered as fast-accurates and slow-inaccurates, respectively. Further, there was a group 
who were labeled as Miscellaneous, that is, their MRT and NOE were on the median. With regard to the above-
mentioned results 16 of the participants were Reflectives, 15 Impulsives, 7 Fast-accurates, 6 Slow-inaccurates, and 9 
Miscellaneous. The focus of this study was on reflectivity and impulsivity; therefore, the other groups were put 
aside. Reflectivity/impulsivity dimensions were considered as the first variable, in other words, the independent 
R/I DIMENSIONS MRT NOE 
Reflective AM BM 
Impulsive BM AM 
Fast Accurate BM BM 
Slow Inaccurate AM AM 
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variable and participants’ IELTS speaking band scores were the second variable or the dependent variable. To find 
out the likely relationship between the dimensions of reflectivity/ impulsivity and speaking band scores of the 
IELTS test, the researcher used Pearson Moment Correlation.  
 
 
 
 
                                         Table 2. Correlation between reflectivity and speaking 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     The correlation between the dimension of Reflectivity and speaking reveal that there is no relationship between 
the dimension of Time Latency and speaking. There is not a relationship between the Number of Errors and 
Speaking either since their p-values are larger than .05 (p>.05), as can be seen in Table 2.  
 
                                      Table 3. Correlation between impulsivity and speaking 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     As Table 3Indicates, there is no relationship between the dimension of Time Latency and Number of Errors and 
Speaking. Their p values are much greater than .05.  
 
     Theoretically, it did not seem right to compute the correlations between the dimensions of Time Latency and 
Number of Errors and Speaking separately, for if the Reflectivity style, for example, is to be considered as one style, 
Time Latency and Number of Errors together must be taken into account. In other words, Time Latency and Number 
of Errors together make a person reflective, impulsive or otherwise. Therefore, a formula had to be devised to be 
able to put these constituents together. To obtain TE, which stands for time latency and errors together, and for TE 
to be statistically correct the following formula was devised: (Gilak, A. Senior expert of Math Department, Shiraz 
University).   
 
ܶܧ ൌ ߙߙ ൅ ߚ ݐ ൅
ߚ
ߙ ൅ ߚ ݁ሺͳሻ 
Where 
α     is the correlation between time latency and speaking  
β     is the correlation between number of errors and speaking 
t      is Time Latency  
e     is Error or Number of Errors  
       Once the formula was obtained, suing Table 2, TE was computed for reflectives (TER). Then the correlation 
  Speaking 
MRT 
Pearson Correlation .421 
Sig. (2-tailed) .104 
N 16 
NOE 
Pearson Correlation -.468 
Sig. (2-tailed) .068 
N 16 
a. STYLE = Reflective  
  Speaking 
MRT 
Pearson Correlation .160 
Sig. (2-tailed) .586 
N 14 
NOE 
Pearson Correlation -.290 
Sig. (2-tailed) .315 
N 14 
a.STYLE = Impulsive  
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between TER and speaking was calculated. The results were as follows: 
 
                                Table 4. Correlation between TER and speaking 
 
 
 
 
 
As can be seen in Table 4,  there is no relationship between the dimension of Reflectivity and Speaking, for 
the p-value is larger than .05. This time, using Table 4 the formula was computed to find out TE for impulsives 
(TEI) then the correlation between TEI and speaking was calculated. The result is shown in Table 5. 
 
                                Table 5. Correlation between TEI and speaking 
 
 
     
 
    
      The content of Table 5 shows that there is no relationship between the dimension of Impulsivity and Speaking 
either. 
 
     As for the third question which was seeking to find out whether there is any difference between Reflectivity and 
Impulsivity in achieving a higher band score or not, an independent samples t-test was run.  As can be seen in Table 
6, there is no difference between Reflectivity and Impulsivity in achieving a higher band score, for the significant 
calculated is much greater than .05.  
 
Table 6. Independent samples test for R/I and speaking 
 
 
6. Discussion 
 
     In this part, research questions along with their hypotheses will be elaborated on. The first question asked 
whether there was any relationship between the dimension of reflectivity and IELTS candidates’ band scores in the 
  ter 
Speaking 
Pearson Correlation -.481 
Sig. (2-tailed) .059 
N 16 
  tei 
Speaking 
Pearson Correlation -.247 
Sig. (2-tailed) .395 
N 14 
  Levene's Test for 
Equality of 
Variances 
t-test for Equality of Means 
  F Sig. t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
  Lower Upper 
Speaking 
Equal variances 
assumed 
7.32302E
0 
.011 .512 28 .613 1.60714E-1 .31395 -.48239 .80382 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
  .493 1.948E1 .627 1.60714E-1 .32597 -.52041 .84184 
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speaking module of the test. The corresponding hypothesis was: There was no relationship between the dimension 
of reflectivity and Iranian candidates’ band scores in the speaking module of the test. The answer to this question, 
based on the data in this study, and, considering Tables 2, 4, 6 is certainly no. As previously discussed, to calculate 
the correlations between the dimension of Reflectivity and Speaking, once it was divided to its components, that is, 
Time Latency and Number of Errors, once it was considered alone, that is, TER and next it was examined along 
with other dimensions. In all cases the dimension of Reflectivity was unrelated to Speaking, for all p values were 
greater than .05. Thus, the null hypothesis corresponding to the first question was not rejected. The second question 
asked whether there was any relationship between the dimension of Impulsivity and Iranian IELTS candidates’ band 
scores in the speaking module of the test. The corresponding hypothesis was: There was no relationship between the 
dimension of impulsivity and Iranian candidates’ band scores in the speaking module of the test. Likewise, 
considering Tables 3, 5, 6 which calculate the correlations between the dimension of Impulsivity and Speaking the 
same way as the dimension of Reflectivity, the answer to the question is no since here, too, all the p values were 
larger than .05.The null hypothesis pertinent to the second research question was not rejected because there was no 
relationship between impulsivity and speaking scores. These findings are more or less parallel with the results of 
studies carried out by Jamieson (1992), Qanavati (2002), Razmjoo and Mirzaei (2009). In her study Joan Jamieson 
observed that there was no relation between any of the language measures and Reflectives and Impulsives. That is to 
say, the dimension of Reflection/impulsivity was unrelated to proficiency in English as a second language. It is of 
interest to note that, in her study, English is considered as a second language, while here the context is an EFL one. 
Moreover, the language measures dealt with in that study were listening, structure and reading which are all 
receptive skills, whereas here the only measure which is speaking is a productive skill. The researcher is of the 
opinion that it could be argued that productive skills are a better reflection of cognitive styles. However, it goes 
beyond the discussion of the current study. The third research question asked whether there was any difference 
between Reflectivity and Impulsivity in achieving a higher band score. The corresponding hypothesis was: There 
was no difference between reflectivity and impulsivity in achieving a higher band score. The answer to this question 
seems obvious. Since Reflection and Impulsivity were neither positively nor negatively related to Speaking, it can 
be concluded that there is no difference between Reflectivity and Impulsivity in achieving a higher band score. 
Table 6 corroborates what was said above. This justifies the retention of the corresponding hypothesis. 
 
7. Conclusion 
 
     According to Jamieson (1992) “second language acquisition (SLA) theory proposes that good guessers are good 
language learners. Characteristics of the learner are considered to play a role in SLA variation (p. 491). 
 
     This study was after finding whether this one characteristic, that is, R/I which has seldom been worked on can 
define successful learners in general and test takers in particular in an EFL context. Thus, to arrive at the correct 
conclusion once again the research questions are considered.   
   
     Results from the calculated data regarding the first question suggests that there is no relationship between the 
dimension of Reflectivity as one single idea and Iranians’ IELTS candidates’ band scores in the speaking module of 
the test nor between the components of this dimension, that is, Time Latency and Number of Errors. Similarly, 
having analyzed the data for the second question, the researcher found out that neither the dimension of Impulsivity 
as one single concept nor its components have any effects on the candidates’ band scores. In other words, no 
relationship was uncovered. Findings pertinent to the first two questions indicate that there is no difference between 
Reflectivity and Impulsivity in achieving a higher band score. This way the third question was answered. However, 
to ensure its authenticity the collected data were analyzed. The statement made on the third question was 
substantiated afterward.  
 
     In conclusion, it can be said that Reflection/Impulsivity may not be a defining characteristic of successful 
language learner or test taker in an EFL context, for there is no positive nor negative relationship between the 
dimension of R/I and Iranians’ IELTS candidates’ band scores. 
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Appendix A. HOW IS IELTS SCORED? 
9 Expert user – Has fully operational command of the language: appropriate, accurate and fluent with complete 
understanding. 
8 Very Good User – Has fully operational command of the language with only occasional unsystematic inaccuracies 
and inappropriacies. Misunderstandings may occur in unfamiliar situations. Handles complex detailed 
argumentation well. 
7 Good User – Has operational command of the language, though occasional inaccuracies, inappropriacies and 
misunderstandings in some situations. Generally handles complex language well and understands detailed 
reasoning. 
6 Competent User – Has generally effective command of the language despite some inaccuracies, inappropriacies 
and misunderstandings. Can use and understand fairly complex language, particularly in familiar situations.  
5 Modest users – Has partial command of the language, coping with overall meaning in most situations, though is 
likely to make many mistakes. Should be able to handle basic communication in own field.  
4 Limited users – Basic competence is limited to familiar situations. Has frequent problems in understanding and 
expression. Is not able to use complex language. 
3 Extremely Limited User – Conveys and understands only general meaning in very familiar situations. Frequent 
breakdowns in communication occur. 
2 Intermittent User – No real communication is possible except for the most basic information using isolated words 
or short formulae in familiar situations and to meet immediate needs. Has great difficulty understanding spoken and 
written English. 
1 Non User – Essentially has no ability to use the language beyond possibly a few isolated words. 
0 Did not attempt the test. – No assessable information. 
 
 
 
